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Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 4, 7-12, 16, 19-21 and 25 have been 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Applicant's arguments with 
respect to rejection of claims 4, 7-12, 16 and 19-21 under 35 U.S.C. 101 for nonstatutory subject 
matter have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 101 

35 U.S.C. 101 reads as follows: 

Whoever invents or discovers any new and useful process, machine, manufacture, or composition of matter, or 
any new and useful improvement thereof, may obtain a patent therefor, subject to the conditions and 
requirements of this title. 

1. Claims 4, 5, 7-12, 16, 17 and 19-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 101 because the claimed 
invention is directed to non-statutory subject matter. In order for a process claim to be 
patentable under 35 U.S.C. 101, it must be tied to another statutory class (such as a particular 
apparatus), or transform underlying subject matter (such as an article or materials) to a different 
state or thing. The claim(s) must positively recite the thing or product to which the process is 
tied, for example by identifying the apparatus that accomplishes the method steps , or positively 
recite the subject matter that is being transformed, for example by identifying the material that is 
being changed to a different state. Additionally, the claimed method and computer program are 
interpreted as calculations executed on stored data and are not cited in conjunction with an 
identifiable apparatus. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 4, 5, 7-12, 16, 17, 19-21 and 25 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Hsieh et al. (US 5,473,656) in view of Hsieh (US 5,301,108). 

Hsieh et al. '656 disclose a CT imaging system and computerized data processing system 
configured to estimate a gradient for a high-density object using a plurality of reconstructed 
images separated by a spacing, with each gradient value being a function of the value of each 
reconstructed image (col. 2, line 53 - col. 3, line 23, with a correction dependent upon z-axis 
position). A gradient image is generated using an estimated gradient, with the gradient image 
representing the variation in the z-direction of the high-density object (col. 5, lines 29-53). An 
error-candidate projection is generated along a projection view angle using the gradient image 
(col. 4, line 63 - col. 5, line 1; also col. 9, lines 16-20). Hsieh et al. '656 do not expressly 
disclose scaling or weighting of the error-candidate projection; however, Hsieh '108 teaches 
calculation of error signature vectors according to the non-uniform response along the z-axis and 
details assigning a weighting factor and a scaling value (Figs. 9, 10; also col. 4, lines 4-7; col. 7, 
line 51 - col. 8, line 20; also col. 9, line 52 - col. 10, line 12, for calculation according to the 
central angle). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
invention to include a scaling or weighting of the error-candidate projection in order to guard 
against over correction, as taught in Hsieh '108, with the system and method of Hsieh et al. '656. 
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While the equations taught in both Hsieh et al. '656 and Hsieh '108 are not identical to 
those claimed, the net result is the same in that error-candidate projection(s) are obtained based 
on the gradient image of the variation in the z-direction of a high-density object. The error- 
candidate projection(s) are based upon the same parameters, including the view angle, z-axis 
position, and number of rows of channels in the detector array. 

Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Amanda L. Lauritzen whose telephone number is (571)272-4303. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday - Friday, 8:30am - 5:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Brian L. Casler can be reached on (571) 272-4956. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 



/Amanda L. Lauritzen/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3737 
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Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 
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